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1 . This opinion contains indications relating to the following items: 

B Box No. I Basis of thd opinbn 
B Box No. II Priority 

□ Box No. Ill Non-estabHshment of opinion with regard to novel^, Inventive step and industrial applicabllfty 

□ Box No. IV Lack of unity of invention 

El Box No. V Reasoned statement under Rule 436rs.1 (a)(1) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial 
applicabllfty; citations and explanatbns supporting such statement 

□ Box No. VI Certain documents cited 

□ Box No. VII Certain defects in the international apiiriication 

□ Box No. VIII Certain otsservations on the International application 

FURTHER ACTION 

If a demand for international preliminary examination is made, this oprnion will usually be considered to be a 
written opinion of the International Preliminary Examining Authority ("tPEA**). However, (hi« does not apply where 
the applicant chooses an Authority other than this one to be the IPEA and the ciiosen I PEA has notifed the 
International Bureau under Rule 66.16ls(b) that written opinions of this International Seaiching Authority 
will r>ot l>e so considered. 

If this opinion is. as provkied atx:>ve, considered to t>e a written opinion of the IPEA, the applicant is Invited to 
submit to the IPEA a written reply together, where appropriate, with amerximents, t>efore the expratbn of three 
months from the date of mailing of Form PCT/fSA220 or before the expiration of 22 months from the priority data, 
whichever expires later. 

For further options, see Term PCT/ISAeZD. 

For further details, see notes to Form PCT>ISAe20. 
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Box Wg I Basis of the opinion 

1 . With regard to the language, this opinion has been established on the basis of tiie intemationai application in 
the language in which it was field, unless othenwise indicated under this item. 

□ This opinion has been established on the basis of a translation from the original language into the following 
language , which is the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of intemationai search 
(under Rules 1 2.3 and 23.1 (b)}. 

2. With regard to any nucleotide anOMtr ambto acid sequence disclosed in the intemationai application and 
necessary to the claimed Invention, this opinion has been established on the basis of: 

a type of material: 

□ a sequence listing 

□ table(s) reterted to the sequence listing 

b. format of material: 

□ in written formal 

□ in computer readable form 

c. time of filinglumishing: 

□ contained in the international application as filed. 

□ filed together with the intemationai df>plication in computer readable fomi. 

□ furnished $ut)sequently to this Authonty for ttie purposes of search. 



3. □ In addition, in the case that more than one version or copy of a sequence listing arxlbr table relating thereto 

has been filed or furnished, the required statements that the information in the subsequent or additional 
cq^es is identical te that in the application as filed or does not go beyond tf>e application as filed, as 
appropriate, wens furnished. 

4. Additional comments: 
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Box No. ti Priority 



1 . S The following documdnt has not been fumidhed: 

B copy of the eartier application whose priority has been claimed (Rule and 66.7(a)). 

□ translation of the earlier application whose priority has been claimed (Rule 43bisA and 66.7(b)). 

Consequently it has not been possbto to consfder the validity of the priority claim. This opinion has 
nevertheless been established on the assumption that the relevant date is the claimed priority date. 

2. □ TTiis opinion has been established as if no priority had been claimed due to the fact that the priortty claim 

has been found invalid (Rules 43bisA and 64.1). Thus for the purposes of this opinion, the trtfernationai 
fiUng date indicated above is considered to be the relevant date. 

3. Additionai observations, if necessary: 



Box No. V Reasoned staleineM under Rule 43M;1(a)(l) wKh regard to novelty, biventfve stop or 
industrial applicability; citatione end expianatlona supporting such statement 

1. Statement 

Novelty (N) Yes: Claims 

No: Claims M9 

Inventive step (IS) Yes: Claims 

No: Claims 1 19 

industrial applicability (lA) Yes: Claims M9 

No: Clain^ 



2. Citations and explanations 
see separate sheet 
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Re Item V. 

1 . The Prior Art 
D1 : WO02095082 A2 
02: GB2255348 A 
D3: JP6017167 A 
D4: GB1 130540 
D5: EP0781842A2 



10/559092 

m^m:^crumo zz my 2005 

International application No. 
PCT/GB2004/002317 



2. Novelty (Article 33(2) PCT 
2.1 Claim for a Ag-Ge-Cu alloy 

D1 concerns ternary Ag-Ge-Cu alloys and quaternary Ag-Ge-Cu-Zn wherein the Zn is 
optional and cfiscloses ttie following alloy compo^ion ranges (see p.1 1 , 1.29-31). 

92.5-96% Ag, 0.5-2% Ge and 1 -7% Gu (the remainder) together with 1 -40ppm of B 
added as a grain refiner. (Alt figures in wt%) 

D2 concerns ternary Ag-Ge-Cu alloys and discloses the alloy composifion ranges as 
follows (see claim 2): 

92.5-96% Ag, 0.5-3% Ge, 1-7% Cu. 

D3 concerns quaternary Ag-Ge-Sn-Cu alloys that have the general composition (see 
Abstract): 

3.5-5.5 Cu, 0.5-3 Sn, 0.5-3 Ge and the balance being Ag (88.5-95.5%). 
Additionally example alloy 2 given in table 1 of D3 has the fbllowrng composition: 
93.5% Ag, 4.5%Cu, 1 .5% Ge and 0.5%Sn 

In order for an alloy composition to be considered new, it is considered that its element 
ranges should fulfill the followng 3 criteria 
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1 . The range must be narrow compared to the new range. 

2. It should be sufficiently far removed from the known range, illustrated by means of 
examples and from the end points. 

3. The claimed range should not be an arbitrary specimen of the existing prior art, that 
Is there must be a technical effect in choosing the sub-range that teaches something 
new over the known broader range. 



A comf^rison of the altoy composition of claim 1 with those of D1-D2 reveals that there 
is a substantial degree of overlap between the element ranges. As a result, none of ttie 
above criteria for novelty are met by the alloy of claim 1 . Accordingly, claim 1 lacks 
novelty with respect to D1 -D2. Furthermore, in view of the phrase "Incidental 
ingredients" in claim 1 , and that on page 9 of the appncanfs description. It Is mentioned 
that other elements including Sn upto 0.5 wt% may be added, claim 1 also lacks noveNy 
with respect to 03. The subject matter of claims 4-11 wouM also appear to lack novelty 
with respect to 01 . 

The subject matter of claims 2 and 3 appear to be neither known from nor obviously 
derivable from the prior art. 

2J2 A Use of a &jrface Treatment Solution 

D4 concerns the use of a solutton for the protection of silver altoys against tarnishing 
and general surface discoburation. Disclosed in tfte use of a solution comprising 99 
parts by weight of a volatile organic solvent and 0.1-1 .8 parts of an organic sohJte 
containing an -SH group (see p.1 , 1.25-37). The solvent used may be a 
halohydrocarison type (see p. 1 , 1. 75-76) and the best known solute compound are said 
to be Stearyl and cetyl mercaptans and thioglycollates with ideally CI 6 and C1 8 
compounds. The solution is said to be suitable for treatment of silver alloys such as 
Sterling and Britania silver. 

Given the above disclosure in D4. it would appear that the only difference t>etween the 
subject matter of claims 12-19 lies in the fact that the alloy composition in claims 1-8 
are not specifically mentioned in 04. However, an inventive step would not be 
recognised as it woukJ be obvious to the skilled person starting from D4 to apply its 
teaching lor use with similar high silver content alloys such as those described in claims 
1-8. Additionally, the use of n-propyl bromide as described in claim 16 is not considered 



Form PCT/Saparato ShoctOS? (Sheet 2) (EPO- January 2004) 



WRITTEN OPINION OF THE International application No. 

INTERNATIONAL SEARCHING 

AUTHORITY (SEPARATE SHEET) PGT/GB2004/002317 

inventive as the use of this chemical as a solvent is wed known to the skilled person 
(see D5 for example). Accordingiy, claims 12-19 lack an inventive step with respect to 
04 and D5. 



3. Clarity (Article 6 PCT) 

2.1 The phrase "incidental ingredients if any" in claim 1 is objected to on the grounds as 
It IS not exactly clear what is meant by the phrase and it therefore makes the claim 
unclear thus preventing an assessment against the prior art for novelty and Inventive 
step. The applicant should remove it and insert the relevant information regarding any 
other essential or optional elements that may be present in the alloy (see 3.2 below). 
An objection is also made b> the use of the word "atXHit" in claims 3 and 5 for the same 
reasons. 

3^ The properties of an alloy are determined in part by Its composition. Any variation in 
the composition of an alloy can have tx>th signifk^ant and unpretfictable effects on Hs 
final properties. Hence a claim relating to an alloy must define the alloy precisely and 
completely. In practice this means that all elements and their ranges, both essential and 
optional must be clearly disclosed in the claim. A claim that fails to do this is deemed 
unclear and hence will be objected to under Article 6 PCT. 

It is clear from claims 7 and 8 that there are additional elements that are present in the 
alloy within the ranges disclosed In claims 7 and 8. As de8crit>ed atx>ve, ail elements, 
both essential and optional must be disclosed in claim 1 . Thus daim 1 is objected to 
under Article 6 PCT. An example of an acceplak)le alloy definitton ocutd be as follows: 

An alk>y comprising A.B,C and optionally D,E,F with the balance being Cu. 
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